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REMARKS 

After the foregoing amendments, claims 10-21 are currently pending in this 
application. Claims 10 and 16 have been amended to remove limitations that the 
Examiner asserts as constituting new matter and to more distinctly claim subject 
matter which the Applicants regard as the invention. 

The Present Invention 

The present invention is a method of simulating the performance of a 
communication system which supports transmissions that are received and 
transmitted by a plurality of users. The possible realizations of a system 
configuration are simulated by performing a plurality of snapshots at specific 
instances of time. 

In one embodiment, a current snapshot is started with an empty simulated 
system where no user is present. A new candidate user is selected for consideration 
of admission to the simulated system. Interference levels of the new candidate user 
are computed and first algorithm is invoked to determine whether the new 
candidate user should be admitted in the simulated system based upon the 
computed interference levels. If the first algorithm determines that the new 
candidate user should be admitted in the simulated system, at least one timeslot is 
allocated to the new candidate user, a transmission power level is computed for the 
new candidate user based on the computed interference levels, and a power 
balancing process is performed to update the transmission power levels of all users 
admitted in the simulated system. If there are any additional new candidate users 
to consider for admission to system and, if so, the above procedure is repeated. The 
current snapshot ends if there are no more new candidate users to consider for 
admission to the simulated system. 
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In another embodiment, the simulated system is already being used by a 
plurality of admitted users during a current snapshot of the simulated system. 
Interference levels of the new candidate user are computed based on transmission 
power levels of the admitted users. A first algorithm is invoked to determine 
whether the new candidate user should be admitted in the simulated system based 
upon the computed interference levels and the transmission power levels of the 
admitted users. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

Claims 10 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement because the phase "a 
plurality of timeslots 1 ' is not clearly described in the specification as originally filed 
and thus constitutes new matter. The Applicants respectfully disagree, but have 
deleted this phrase from the claims. 

Based on the arguments presented above, the Applicants respectfully request 
that the rejection of claims 10 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, be 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 

Claims 10-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hedlund et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,934,268, hereinafter referred to as "Hedlund") in 
view of Djoko et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,085,335, hereinafter referred to as "Djoko"). 

Hedlund discloses a method for allocating and controlling downlink power in 
a telecommunication system. Djoko discloses a self engineering system for use with 
a communication system and method of operation therefore. 

Regarding step (a) of claim 10, the Examiner asserts that Hedlund discloses 
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"(a) starting a current snapshot with an empty system where no users are present 

(k=0, TPC command that has been received from various users at time slot k )". 

The Applicants respectfully disagree. Column 4, lines 29-59 and Figure 2a of 
Hedlund cited by the Examiner disclose the features of dedicated channel radio 
frames and time slots, but certainly do not teach or suggest starting a current 
snapshot with an empty system where no users are present. Hedlund fails to teach 
or suggest performing snapshots at specific instances of time wherein, for each 
snapshot , a step of starting a current snapshot with an empty simulated system is 
performed. Clearly, as defined in the preamble of claim 10, snapshots are 
performed to simulate possible realizations of a system. Since the Examiner 
concedes that Hedlund "fails specifically to discloser a simulated system," then it is 
clear that the portion of Hedlund cited by the examiner cannot be reasonably 
interpreted as teaching or suggesting the starting of a current snapshot as recited 
in step (a) of claim 10. 

Regarding step (c) of claim 10, the Applicants submit that Hedlund fails to 
teach or suggest computing interference levels of a new candidate user selected for 
consideration of admission to a simulated system. The Examiner provides some 
analysis in which he attempts to relate interference to TPC commands disclosed by 
Hedlund. However, with all due respect, the Applicants simply do not understand 
what TPC commands have to do with this claimed feature. As disclosed in the last 
two sentences of paragraph [0024] of the instant application, it should be 
understood that "interference level of the user" means, in the uplink case, the 
interference (including thermal noise) that the Node B serving (or potentially 
serving) the user perceives in a given timeslot and, in the downlink case, it means 
the interference (including thermal noise) that the user perceives in a given 
timeslot. The Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner specifically point 
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out (line-by-line) where Hedlund discloses computing interference levels of a new 
candidate user selected for consideration of admission to a simulated system, in 
accordance with the understanding presented above and disclosed in paragraph 
[0024] of the instant application, or withdraw the rejection. 

Regarding steps (d) and (e) of claim 10, the Applicants submit that since 
Hedlund fails to disclose the step of computing interference levels of the new 
candidate user in step (c), Hedlund fails to teach or suggest the features of steps (d) 
and (e). 

Regarding step (g) of claim 10, the Examiner asserts that Hedlund discloses 
"(g) ending the current snapshot if there are no more new candidate users to 
consider for admission to the system 11 . The Applicants respectfully disagree. 
Column 4, lines 50-59 of Hedlund cited by the Examiner disclose the features of 
radio frames and time slots, and certainly do not teach or suggest ending the 
current snapshot . Hedlund fails to teach or suggest performing snapshots at 
specific instances of time wherein, for each snapshot , a step of ending a current 
snapshot is performed. Clearly, as defined in the preamble of claim 10, snapshots 
are performed to simulate possible realizations of a system. Since the Examiner 
concedes that Hedlund fails to disclose a simulated system, then it is clear that the 
portion of Hedlund cited by the examiner cannot be reasonably interpreted as 
teaching or suggesting the ending of a current snapshot as recited in step (g) of 
claim 10. 

Regarding the use of Djoko to supplement the teachings of Hedlund to reject 
claim 10, the Applicants submit that the cited portions of Djoko relied on by the 
Examiner fail to teach or suggest performing a plurality of snapshots at specific 
instances of time, wherein each of steps (a)-(g) are performed for each snapshot. For 
example, Djoko fails to teach or suggest starting a current snapshot with an empty 
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simulated system, or ending the current snapshot. 

Regarding the Examinees rejection of claims 11-15, these claims are 
dependent upon claim 10, and are believed to be allowable for the same reasons 
presented above. 

Regarding step (a) of claim 16, the Examiner asserts that Hedlund discloses 
"selecting a new candidate user for consideration of admission to the system, 
wherein the system is already being used by a plurality of admitted users' 1 , but fails 
to address the limitation of step (a) whereby it is recited that a simulated system is 
already being used during a current snapshot of the simulated system . Apparently 
the Examiner intended to rely on Djoko to teach this feature. However, as 
previously mentioned with respect to claim 10, the cited portions of Djoko relied on 
by the Examiner fail to teach or suggest performing a plurality of snapshots at 
specific instances of time, wherein step is performed for each snapshot. Thus, the 
Applicants submit that Hedlund and Djoko, alone or in combination, fail to teach or 
disclose all of the limitations of step (a) of claim 16. 

Regarding step (b) of claim 16, the Applicants submit that Hedlund fails to 
teach or suggest computing interference levels of a new candidate user. Again, the 
Examiner provides some analysis in which he attempts to relate interference to 
TPC commands disclosed by Hedlund. However, as previously mentioned with 
respect to claim 10, the Applicants simply do not understand what TPC commands 
have to do with this claimed feature. As disclosed in the last two sentences of 
paragraph [0024] of the instant application, it should be understood that 
"interference level of the user" means, in the uplink case, the interference (including 
thermal noise) that the Node B serving (or potentially serving) the user perceives in 
a given timeslot and, in the downlink case, it means the interference (including 
thermal noise) that the user perceives in a given timeslot. The Applicants 
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respectfully request that the Examiner specifically point out (line-by-line) where 
Hedlund discloses computing interference levels of a new candidate user based on 
transmission power levels of the admitted users, in accordance with the 
understanding presented above and disclosed in paragraph [0024] of the instant 
application, or withdraw the rejection. 

Regarding steps (c) and (d) of claim 16, the Applicants submit that since 
Hedlund fails to disclose the step of computing interference levels of the new 
candidate user in step (b), Hedlund fails to teach or suggest the features of steps (c) 
and (d). 

Regarding step (f) of claim 16, the Examiner asserts that Hedlund discloses 
"(f) ending the current snapshot if there are no more new candidate users to 
consider for admission 1 ' but the Examiner fails to specifically indicate where 
Hedlund discloses this feature. It is assumed that the same portion of Hedlund 
should be referred to as was cited by the Examiner for step (g) of claim 10. Column 
4, lines 50-59 of Hedlund cited by the Examiner disclose the features of radio 
frames and time slots, and certainly do not teach or suggest ending the current 
snapshot . Hedlund fails to teach or suggest performing snapshots at specific 
instances of time wherein, for each snapshot , a step of ending a current snapshot is 
performed. Clearly, as defined in the preamble of claim 16, snapshots are 
performed to simulate possible realizations of a system. Since the Examiner 
concedes that Hedlund fails to disclose a simulated system, then it is clear that the 
portion of Hedlund cited by the examiner cannot be reasonably interpreted as 
teaching or suggesting the ending of a current snapshot as recited in step (f) of 
claim 16. 

Regarding the use of Djoko to supplement the teachings of Hedlund to reject 
claim 16, the Applicants submit that the cited portions of Djoko relied on by the 
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Examiner fail to teach or suggest performing a plurality of snapshots at specific 
instances of time, wherein each of steps (a)-(f) are performed for each snapshot. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 17-21, these claims are 
dependent upon claim 16, and are believed to be allowable for the same reasons 
presented above. 

In view of the arguments presented above, the withdrawal of the rejection of 
claims 10-21 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) is respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

If the Examiner believes that any additional minor formal matters need to be 
addressed in order to place this application in condition for allowance, or that a 
telephone interview will help to materially advance the prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone at the 
Examiner's convenience. 
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In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicants respectfully 
submit that the present application, including claims 10-21, is in condition for 
allowance and a notice to that effect is respectfully requested. 



Volpe and Koenig, P.C. 
United Plaza, Suite 1600 
30 South 17th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Telephone: (215) 568-6400 
Facsimile: (215) 568-6499 

SW/bbf 



Respectfully submitted, 



Marinier et al. 




Scott Wolinsky 4 
Registration No. 46,413 
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